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Abstract
Teachers are considering different models of instruction for student metacognition during work
times. The questioning of student metacognition is a part of teaching, and it is something that can
be recognized by making changes to allow students to recognize this. Finding more of an insight
on how students think about thinking is the driving force to this research. This study was
completed in a Southeastern Minnesota fifth grade classroom. For this study, the observer will
implement a gradual release of responsibility framework during collaborative work time to
determine the effects on participant metacognition. With metacognition as the focus, the observer
examines participant engagement, productivity, and characteristics of interactions as defining
factors for the study. Findings suggest that the framework does impact metacognition for
individual students based on the factors of the research.
Keywords
Student Metacognition, conceptual framework, collaborative work time, collaborative inquiry,
social constructivism, collaborative learning, social inquiry, interdependency, GRR, gradual
release of responsibility, Lev Vygotsky, Zone of Proximal Development, collaborative strategies,
social metacognition, metacognitive strategies
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The Effects of the Gradual Release of Responsibility Framework on Student Metacognition
during Collaborative Work Time
Background of the Study
Student metacognition is a learning construct that teachers often plan for and consider
during lesson implementation. Metcalfe & Shimamura (1994) explain that metacognition is
measuring whether students understand what they are supposed to be working on, as well as
what they are learning. Le (2016) discusses the challenges of perspective and productivity in coconstructive work environments. These challenges bring forward instances that suggest students
are not engaged in the instructive material. Gu, Chen, Zhu, & Lin (2015) suggest that these
challenges can be met and altered with the use of social metacognitive strategies during
collaborative academia. The driving question for this research surrounds metacognition. Do
participants know what they are instructed to do at all times? How can this be determined during
collaborative work time? To reflect these questions, the use of newer conceptual frameworks
explains student contemporary learning experiences with an interdependent approach (Traver &
Matera, 2021).
Implementing a conceptual framework for the process of instruction provides students
with the necessary tools, guidelines, and expectations for their academic work. According to
Qureshi, M., Khaskheli, Qureshi, J., Raza, & Yousef (2021), students who learn through
collaboration build powerful concepts and ideas in group discussions and their interaction with
peers or instructors. Traver & Matera (2021) suggest that a (re)Visioned Interdependency Model
of the Gradual Release of Responsibility allows students to take responsibility in their learning
through interdependent academic work as a vital component to instruction. Considering the
development of goals, problem analysis, reciprocal inquiry, generating problem solving, and
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interdependency, teachers are allowed to plan and structure lessons with student metacognition
in mind (Traver & Matera, 2021). Kaendler, Wiedmann, Rummel, & Spada (2015) state that
teachers play a beneficial role in student interactions. With this in consideration, teachers must
take time to implement collaborative learning in daily instruction for students to remain engaged,
productive with the assigned task, and have the nature of student conversations remain pertinent
to academic work. Metcalfe & Shimamura (1994) suggest that productivity should measure
whether students are working on the assigned task through various collaborative strategies or
through academic work. According to Kapur and Bialaczyc (2012), a challenge with productivity
is that it is not something that can be determined during instructional work but rather through
assessment tools presented to the students. This can be provided through the consideration of
productive struggle in work time. Student conversations also suggest what they are working on.
Teachers listen to student conversations during collaborative interactions to gauge the nature of
conversations. The nature of conversations explains whether the social aspect of interdependent
work is pertinent to the work assigned or if the conversations are off task and off focus. AmatoZech, Hoff, and Doepke (2015) defines engagement as students self- assessing themselves.
Students do this by asking themselves the simple question “Am I paying attention?” (p. 211).
Students present their interests and engagement in various ways. Lastly, with a conceptual
framework considered for implementation, finding various translations of collaborative work
time through other teachers allows the researcher to determine what is effective in their
educational setting in comparison to others.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine student metacognition during collaborative
work time through the implementation of the (re)Visioned Interdependency Model of the
Gradual Release of Responsibility. This can be measured by analyzing and observing student
engagement, productivity, and interactions during the intervening work time. Through this
intervention, the researcher would be able to answer the following questions: How does a
structured collaborative work time affect the level and nature of student interactions? How does
the implementation of a theoretical framework for collaborative work time affect student
engagement? How does the implementation of a theoretical framework for collaborative work
time affect student productivity? How does the implementation of a theoretical framework for
collaborative work time affect the role of the educator? With these questions in mind, the
conceptual framework will be used as an intervening tool to collect necessary data to suggest a
solution to these answers.
Significance of the Study
The significance of this study expands on any previous research on student metacognition
during collaborative work time. Adding the instructional framework could suggest whether an
intervening approach could allow for a more efficient collaborative work time in addition to
students understanding what they should be doing at all times. With this approach and efficiency,
it may allow students to have a higher sense of metacognition in this interactive educational
setting.
Definition of Terms
Within this action research, usage of specific words or phrases should be clearly defined
in order for the thinking of the researcher to be transparent, as well as having the words to be
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considered in the proper context for readers. One phrase to focus on is, as shown in research
question 1 within the triangulation matrix, the nature of student conversations. When considering
the nature of conversations, consider details of participant interactions. Are participants being
kind to one another, or are they showing disrespect? Considering the nature of conversations
allows the researcher to determine participant emotions in interaction with the intervening
activity. The next term clarified is student engagement. In this research, student engagement
considers the participant and their level of interest in the intervening activities. Another term
clarified for the research is productivity. Productivity is defined as the work a participant is doing
relative to the intervening activity and assignment. If a participant chooses to talk to someone
else on a topic that is unrelated to intervening activities, then they will be considered
unproductive. Another term to define is collaborative work or collaborative work time. When
this term is stated in action research it surrounds participants interacting with one another. With
collaborative work, participants are working and interacting with at least one person or a group
of people. The last term to define is metacognition within the action research. Metacognition, as
defined in broad terminology, is determining whether a student understands tasks, content, or
instructions in relation to collaborative work time.
Limitations of the Study
This research is taking place during the COVID-19 pandemic which is affecting daily
instruction within the classroom of this study. Student- participants involved in this study may
have been required to be in a quarantine setting during instructional intervention. In addition,
during the process of instructional intervention, student- participants were completing
standardized testing. Student- participants participated in this testing for an hour each
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instructional day for three weeks. This may have affected students’ attitude, emotions, as well as
their approaches to learning.
Summary
This action research surrounds around the idea of thinking about the process of thinking,
or metacognition. Applying a gradual release of responsibility framework will be implemented in
daily instruction to determine its affect on metacognition during collaborative work time. This
helps address the problem of a disengaged, unproductive, and unclear learning environment
during collaborative work times. Finding various ways to allow participants to address the
problems could bolsters an improved level of metacognition.
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Review of Literature
Theoretical Grounding
Social Constructivism
This research focuses on the social development of the classroom through Lev
Vygtosky’s theory named Zones of Proximal Development. Zones of Proximal Development
focuses on how students rely on a teacher or a peer to learn and develop new ideas (Watson
2001). Obikwelu & Read (2012) explain that Zones of Proximal Development fits into the larger
idea of Social Constructivism in education. This social approach considers students to drive their
learning by working in groups or with one another to learn, apply, and master instructional
concepts. “An individualized representation of knowledge: each person builds on his own
individual experiences” (Obikwelu & Read, 2012, p. 33). With this idea, every person has their
own internal thought process that is internalized. Information that we receive is being translated
based on personal life experiences, thought processes, as well as current understandings.
Razfar (2003) states that human development also needs to be strongly considered during
collaborative work time. Obikwelu & Read (2012) mention this through the application of
applying games to social inquiry as well as developing thought processes into academic
experiences. Allowing students to learn from one another by creating academic experiences
allows them to expand on information and skills they have not been exposed to or understand.
This process allows students to connect to personal experiences of skills they already understand
and apply within their own academia.
Social Constructivism also considers cultural aspects to education. Learning from
different lenses allows students to understand differing perspectives as well as content.
Smagorinsky (2007) explains that cultural differences are expressed through thinking and
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speaking. Approaching work times in diverse cultural settings with a social constructivist
approach, as well as considering Zones for Proximal Development, allows for students to
experience perspectives outside of their own. This approach can aid teachers to establish a more
equitable learning environment if cultural, ethnic, academic, and social perspectives are
recognized in the respective educational setting.
Enhancing Social Metacognition with collaborative inquiry
The essence of this research is to identify, establish, and recognize the changes in student
metacognition with instructional interventions. This intervention delves into the processes of
student schema as well as the schema or thought process of students during collaborative work
time. A common factor for the changes in metacognition could be recognized as collaborative
inquiry.
Le (2018) determined that based on theoretical analysis, the most common obstacles were
presented in the form of lack of collaborative skills, free- riding, competence status, and
friendship. The issue presented in this article determines that previous studies were only
measured based on singular actors in the presence of collaborative learning rather than
identifying the roles and duties of the student and teacher within collaborative work time. Le
(2018) explains in the results of their study that students are less likely to project social
collaborative skills when their assessment on collaborative work is centered around setting an
academic goal in collaboration as well as general cognitive processes. These results implied that
these antecedents negatively impacted student’s collaborative skills and assessment.
According to Gu et. al (2015), “collaboration in the classroom is usually carried out by
seating students in groups, having them discuss given topics, or assigning them joint or shared
tasks. However, research indicates that grouping students to work together does not
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automatically create collaboration” (p. 144). This resulted in the emergence of teacher pedagogy
which suggested a change in social metacognition. Gu et. al (2015) determined that students
utilize previous experiences in problem solving to process and determine newer and more
complex problems. In addition to the process of problem solving, teacher support is something
that should also be considered during interventions of social metacognition. Allowing students to
review past experiences in utilizing problem solving skills and developing explicit and
achievable instructional goals suggested positive outcomes for metacognition.
International approaches to collaborative work time
Cáceres, Nussbaum, Marroquin, Gleisner, & Marquinez (2017) state, “The world’s
leading education systems are asking how they can maintain their good results, while developing
countries are looking to catch up with them” (p.355). Recognizing international practices in this
action research allows for a variety in interventions to determine student metacognition. Le
(2016) states that knowing the setting as well as the student determines the educational climate
and can also determine student productivity and motivation in academic activities.
Gu et. al (2015) mentioned the emergence of collaborative practices on an international
scale. As a whole nation, China has shown that collaborative practices and social inquiry are
growing and more commonly implemented in various educational settings. “Collaborative
problem solving, which is an important element of collaborative and inquiry-based learning, has
become increasingly popular in learning sciences around the world. Its widely accepted principle
is that students should develop the ability to construct understanding by collaborating with others
so that they will better understand one another, and that they will build new knowledge through
the process of problem solving.” (Gu et. al, 2015, p. 144) Being able to compare personal
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experiences to the perspectives of teachers around the world allows researchers to discover the
differences in educational settings as well as similarities.
Le (2016) talks about the challenges and antecedents of establishing effective
collaborative practices in the classroom. These antecedents could be resulted from the nature of
the activities or factors of the educational setting that have already been determined. These
antecedents talked specifically about free riding and student lack of engagement due to
distractions. The setting of the intervention takes place at a University in Vietnam. Gu et. al
(2015) state that cultural traits as well as pedagogical methods and approaches could weigh on
the results of the intervention for student metacognition. For this action research, being able to
identify the setting and cultures would allow a potential and reasonable comparison of these
factors.
Song (2018) explains how the development of 21st century thinking skills revolves
around problem solving and critical thinking in a digital age for a science curriculum in Hong
Kong. Moving into a newer time where technology and various multimedia presentations are
involved in the learning process can determine how students perceive academics.
Collaborative inquiry and engagement
An aspect of collaborative inquiry puts students at the forefront of their own learning.
Being able to plan and formulate different thought processes to approach a problem or research
allows them to become more experienced in problem solving and also motivates them to become
immersed in academic content with less support from a teacher or instructor.
Song (2018) found that students who were engaged in project based collaborative
learning were more likely to perform at a higher-level during work times or for the duration of an
activity. In this instance, technology was used as an intervening tool to use for collaboration.
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Having that at the student’s disposal led to a higher sense of motivation to work on the assigned
task by communicating with group members. The group that didn’t have the access to
technology did not provide similar levels of engagement. Establishing that intervening tool for
engagement suggests that changes to student engagement are present. Being able to distinguish
that engagement through tools outside of technological devices would be beneficial for any
research being conducted in the future.
For this research, another aspect of engagement that should be considered is the
placement of the engagement itself. Student engagement and productivity go hand in hand and
are evident during the exchanges they have in collaborative work times. Watson & FosterFishman (2012) suggest that each person involved in the collaboration should have some kind of
exchange of the information being taught, researched, or considered in the search for a solution.
Being able to access the same resources also affects how we are able to participate in the
activities. All of these facets of collaborative work lead to a sense of power in the decisionmaking process for a pair or group. Knowing the educational setting and the students within each
group can set students up for success in engagement as well as power within their collaborative
group.
Expectations and scaffolding
While student metacognition is a focus of this study, it is imperative to determine how
students are most prepared to efficiently express a skill or standard through the application of
collaborative work by considering the planning and direct instruction that ensues before the work
time. For this research, utilizing support through the establishment of expectations during
collaboration as well as scaffolding to promote content understanding and application can be
highly considered for the educational setting.
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Cáceres et. al (2017) determined that students were able to perform the task at a higher
level when expectations and scaffolding questions were provided for students during work time.
With metacognition in consideration, more time spent into planning and modeling examples of
the problem and its solution allow the students to cognitively understand and engage in the
collaborative work. This line of thinking varies based on the context of the problems being
presented and according to Cáceres et. al (2017), it can even hinder student problem solving
skills if scaffolding takes away from the work being done independently or collaboratively.
Scaffolding can also lead to a higher sense of collaboration and productivity during coconstructive metacognitive activities. Molenaar, Sleegers, and Boxtel (2014) concluded that
students were less likely to ignore each other during work time and would account for every
member and their opinion in a co-constructive environment despite relationships amongst
students. The lack of scaffolding led to more students ignoring one another in order to complete
the task independently and sought completion over collaboration. Ultimately, the end goal is skill
application, knowledge, or mastery. The intent of collaborative work environments is to
interdependently work towards that common goal while gaining a newly found knowledge and
application to take away from the process. As Molenaar & Chiu (2014) state, “high quality
interaction fosters learning.” Considering the nature and relevancy of student interactions in
addition to their productivity will suggest metacognition in the classroom.
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Method
Subjects and Participants
In this research, there were 30 total students and up to 10 teachers and educators who
were considered participants during data collection. Student participants were selected randomly
through the use of the “Pick a stick” strategy for individual means of data collection. The “pick a
stick” strategy allows the participant- observer to pick popsicle sticks with student names out of
a cup to determine who the individual participants will be for this study. The entire populous of
the 5th grade classroom participated in whole group activities as well as assessments to provide
substantial information for the study. The reward for student participation and completion of
activities were additional choice time for students to either play or work on other academic work
following the activities.
The demographics pertinent to the general populous of this study are race, culture and
ethnicity, gifted and talented, special education services, age, and gender. Considering these
allows data to be compared with diversity or equitable education as a considering factor for
future study.
Researcher Role
The role of the researcher was to support and guide students through intervention by
fostering a semi structured environment. The role of the researcher was to also collect data
through means of observations and notes intervening instruction. Taking time to reflect on the
instruction by journaling their experience allowed for additional information pertinent to the
research. The researcher conducted the interviews and provides any possible examples or
scaffolds for the 5 student participants named Student A-E.
Participants
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The demographics pertinent to the general populous of this study are race, culture and
ethnicity, gifted and talented, special education services, age, and gender.
For this research, five students were selected to participate in introductory and exit
interviews, as well as student journaling based around productivity, engagement, their
experiences prior and following intervention and collaboration as a whole. These students are
referred to as Students A- E. Student A was an 11-year-old male who is Asian/Pacific-Islander in
race. Student A was involved in gifted and talented services at the school of focus. Student B
was an 11-year-old male who is Caucasian in race. Student B was involved in gifted and talented
services at the school of focus. Student C was an 11-year-old female who is black in race.
Student C was not involved in any additional academic services. Student D was an 11-year-old
female who is Caucasian in race. Student D was not involved in any additional academic
services. Student E was an 11-year-old female who is Caucasian in race. Student E was not
involved in any additional academic services.
The class of 21 students served as student participants for surveys and self-assessments
prior to and following intervention strategies. These students were involved in student interviews
or journaling based on the collaborative activities.
In addition to student participants, there were teacher-participants that completed a
survey to determine their approach to collaborative work instruction. There were ten teachers
involved in this survey and their results were reported quantitatively and qualitatively based on
their responses.
Setting
The study took place in a 5th Grade classroom located in a Southwestern Minnesota
elementary School within the United States of America with general education as the focus of
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the academia. The setting of this research would impact the inquiry based on the grade and
developmental level of student participants, the number of participants, and the focus of content
being taught. The variety in subjects taught allows the determination of the effects of the
framework and its effect on metacognition during collaborative work time under various scopes.
This setting is a school in which students are selected by lottery before enrollment to the school.
Each student participant has their own iPad with the school being 1-to-1 on technology to student
ratio. Students who have attended this school have had their own iPad since they have started
their academia at the school. Students are familiar and comfortable using various technological
resources provided by the school district.
Research Questions
The main question that drove research is, what is the effect of a Gradual Release of
Responsibility Framework on Student Metacognition during Collaborative Work Time?
Four sub questions that support a possible solution to the main question are as follows:
1. How does a structured collaborative work time affect the level and nature of student
interactions?
2. How does the implementation of a theoretical framework for collaborative work time
affect student engagement?
3.

How does the implementation of a theoretical framework for collaborative work time
affect student and teacher productivity?

4. How does the implementation of a theoretical framework for collaborative work time
affect the role of the educator?
Data Collection Procedures
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Data collection for this research was determined by student involvement in the
intervention periods of the study. If student participants are unable to complete any portion of the
data collection, then their results will not be recorded for this study. Data collection will be
conducted through the means of the triangulation matrix provided.
Triangulation Matrix
Table 1
Triangulation Matrix
Research Questions

Data Tool A

Data Tool B

Data Tool C

Q1- How does a structured
collaborative work time affect the
level and nature of student
interactions?

Participant
Interview

Participant Journal

Participant Survey

Q2- How does the implementation
of a theoretical framework for
collaborative work time affect
student engagement?

Participant Survey

Notes &
Observations

Participant SelfAssessment

Q3- How does the implementation
of a theoretical framework for
collaborative work time affect
student productivity?

Participant Survey

Participant SelfAssessment

Productivity Chart

Q4- How does the implementation
of a theoretical framework for
collaborative work time affect the
role of the educator?

Educator Survey

Observer Journal &
Reflection

Data Source 1- Student Interviews
The five selected students participated in the student interviews. These interviews were
conducted before and after the intervening instruction to note any information pertinent to the
study. These will be given to students verbally.
1. What are your conversations like with others during work time?
2. Would you rather work independently or with someone else? Why?
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3. How important is it to talk about the assigned task?
4. What helps you stay on task?
5. Why is it important for instructions to be clear for work time?
6. What happens if instructions aren’t clear?

Data Source 2- Student Surveys
These were completed by all student participants and were delivered and completed by the
use of google form following intervention strategies.
1. How interested were you in this work time?
a. Scale of 1 (Not at all) to 5 (very much)
2. How well were you able to complete the assigned task?
a. Scale of 1 (Not at all) to 5 (very much)
3. How productive do you think you were during the work time?
a. Scale of 1 (Not at all) to 5 (very much)
4. My level of work was because of my partner or group mate.
a. Scale of 1 (Not at all) to 5 (very much)
5. My level of work was due to the atmosphere I was working in.
a. Scale of 1 (Not at all) to 5 (very much)
6. The Instructions for the assignment were clear and I knew what to do.
a. Scale of 1 (Not at all) to 5 (very much)
7. My partner or group mates helped me complete the assigned task.
a. Scale of 1 (Not at all) to 5 (very much)
8. Talks with my partner or group mate were positive or productive at all times.

20
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a. Scale of 1 (Not at all) to 5 (very much)

Data Source 3- Notes and Observations
Notes and Observations were made on paper during the implementation of the
intervention, through the productivity chart being used during instruction, or through the
observer journal and reflection regarding a specific lesson or occurrence during implementation
of the intervention.

Data Source 4- Participant Self- Assessment
These were completed by all student participants and were delivered and completed by the
use of google form
1. I was on task during the entire lesson
a. Scale of 1(Not at All) to 5 (Very Much)
2. I was interested in the lesson
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much)
3. I did an equal amount of work compared to my group/ partners
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much)
4. I spent more time working than talking during the lesson
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much)

Data Source 5- Observer Journal and Reflection
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The Observer completed the following intervention strategies through the use of google
docs. There will be one journal entry for pre-intervention of the intervention of the gradual
release of responsibility framework and one entry post-intervention.

Observer Work Time Journal

Reflection and Observation on the implementation of the intervention strategies:

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

Data Source 6- Student Journal and Reflection
Selected students completed this and will be delivered in paper form.
Student Work Time Journal

What was my work time like and how did I do on the assigned task?
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______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

Data Source 7- Productivity Chart

This chart was used during the implementation of the intervention to make note of
student productivity during work time.
Productivity Chart

Date:

Lesson:

Student
Number

On or Off task

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Work Completed (Y/N)

Notes (conversations/
observations)
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8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

Data Source 8- Educator Survey
These were completed by all Educator participants and were delivered and completed by the
use of google form. The questions of this survey focused on the preparation and approach of
collaborative work time in their respective educational setting.

1. Collaborative work time is well planned and carefully explained before implementation
in my educational setting
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much So)
2. Collaborative work time is best implemented when it is carefully planned
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much So)
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3. Are students productive during collaborative work time experiences
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much So)
4. Are conversations pertinent to the assigned task
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much So)
5. Expectations for work time are essential for student productivity
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much So)
6. Work time is a time for students to interact with one another
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much So)
7. It is okay for students to work by themselves during work time
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much So)
8. It is okay if a student is not completely finished with the assigned task
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much So)
9. It is important for students to problem solve with peers other than their teacher
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much So)
10. All students know what they are supposed to do during work time
a. Scale of 1 (Not at All) to 5 (Very Much So)

Instruction
The essence of this research was to implement a gradual release of responsibility model
for instruction to determine its affects on participant metacognition. In this intervention, students
were essentially told instructions prior to work time and were allowed to work on assigned tasks.
With the intervening framework, it will allow participants to experience scaffolding and have
examples modeled for them to allow for understanding of the work they will be doing. For the
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implementation of this framework, it was planned to teach students how lessons will be
implemented and what we will be doing for the assigned tasks.
This intervention is taking place in a Southeastern Minnesota 5th grade classroom. The
focus of this will be during science instruction in which a robotics unit is being taught for
students. This unit allows students to use robotics kits to build robots with the utilization of
instructions accessible through various technology. Each participant has their own iPad issued to
them to use for academic purposes. When technology use is permitted, the iPad will be the
primary device being used. Within this unit, participants were tasked with a unit project to create
their own robot to use to clean up waste. This represents a simulation of the incident in
Fukushima, Japan, where nuclear waste endangered human life and robots were needed for
cleanup. Within this unit, participants are instructed to build an initial chassis bed of the robot,
they are able to make improvements following a simulation run, and they would make a final
product based on their prior simulations and modifications. For each robotics kit, there are two
participants, or partners, assigned to them. This unit fared to be more of a student- oriented unit,
with additional time for exploration and delving into the research process.
At the start of the unit, the observer would present the learning target, provide
instructions on the task for today, then send participants to work time. This period of instruction
was referred to as pre- intervention. This is largely due to the fact that the gradual release of
responsibility model was not yet implemented to the class. This work time was implemented for
two days in order to collect and receive data relevant to the pre-intervention period. This preintervention took place on May 3rd, 2021 and May 4th, 2021.
The post- intervention period took place after the gradual release of responsibility
framework was presented to participants of the classroom. In this phase of data collection, the
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observer informed students of direct instruction, guided instruction, scaffolding,
interdependency, and work times. This allowed participants to become more familiar with the
process of intervention that will be taking place in the current educational setting. Instruction for
the next two weeks implemented the gradual release of responsibility within the current science
unit to promote delivery of instruction and academic examples to the participants of the
classroom. Each instructional period would start with the presentation of learning targets, a recap
and review of the previous day, a discussion, a time for guided instruction where participants are
involved with problem solving or learning, a presentation of instructions and expectations, a
collaborative work time to express the expectations and instructions, and a wrap up at the end of
the work time to review time spent on academic work. The period of post- intervention took
place on May 5th, 2021 to May 21st, 2021. Following the end of this period represented the end of
the unit, as well as data collection on the intervening framework and collaborative work time.
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Results
The results of the intervention have been compiled into four sections in order to address
each of the four sub-questions: How does a structured collaborative work time affect the level
and nature of student interactions? How does the implementation of a theoretical framework for
collaborative work time affect student engagement? How does the implementation of a
theoretical framework for collaborative work time affect student productivity? How does the
implementation of a theoretical framework for collaborative work time affect the role of the
educator? In each section of the findings, the data have been presented to include various student
perspectives, including subjects with high growth, average growth, and low growth over the
course of the intervention. Outliers that exist in the data are addressed in the corresponding
results section for each table. Overall, the results showed student achievement, student efficacy,
and student engagement increased as a result of using the graphic organizer.

How does a structured collaborative work time affect the level and nature of student
interactions?
Participant interview
This data tool is expressed by participant responses in the pre-intervention and postintervention stages of the implementation of the gradual release of responsibility framework.
Participants A-E were interviewed twice in accordance to the implementation of the framework.
To display and explain data collected, each student will be individually considered.
In the pre-intervention stage of the implementation of the framework, Participant A
explained that they were willing to “have fun” and “joke around”, but ultimately felt that to work
with others meant that their partner needed to work just as hard as they should. The main
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objective of any assigned work should be to complete the task together according to Participant
A. For the post-intervention stage of the framework, student A felt similarly to initial answers,
but noticed that more partners were willing to work on the task and had less distractions around
them. Participant A felt supported by partners more often when they were willing to stay in their
seats and show they were trying to work on the assigned task.
Participant B expressed that “it is easy to get off task and chitchat with friends if tasks are
not clear”. Participant B also expressed that it is frustrating to try and work with others that are
not willing to work with you in a collaborative partnership. It is so easy to get distracted if
partners are distracted. Participant B answers that they want to be on task, but it is very easy to
get off task, and sometimes, they do not realize they are off task. For the post- intervention,
participant B claims that they felt they were able to get more work done efficiently. Noticing
their surroundings, participant B claimed that more peers were “listening to the teacher and
doing what they were supposed to do”.
Participant C concentrated on having the right partner in the pre-intervention stages of the
framework. Participant C felt like their initial partner said and displayed “negative and mean
things” whenever they tried to get their partner back on track. Participant C felt like it was more
of a challenge to work with the partner than it was to complete the assigned work independently.
Post- Intervention, participant C said that their partner seemed more willing to work with them,
but still showed signs of disengagement. Participant C credits the higher level of engagement due
to “a quieter classroom”.
Participant D explained in the pre-intervention stages that they would have rather worked
independently than collaboratively in any climate, but especially if the environment is “too
loud”. Participant D says that they generally felt “nervous and stupid” when they had to ask for
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help because of the social pressures attached to that. Post- Intervention presented similar results
for Participant D. They exclaimed that independent work is preferable and that “music” helps
them tune out any possible distractions.
Participant E in the pre-intervention stages claimed that they would become “frustrated”
if instructions were not clear to them and would make them harder to work with as a partner.
Because of this, participant E prefers to work “independently in a quiet area” to avoid further
frustrations or embarrassment. Post-Intervention did not drastically change how participant E felt
about collaborative work. Their preference was to “work alone while listening to music to have a
better time focusing.”
For participants A-C, it was apparent that the intervening framework made a positive
impact on their collaborative experiences with peers. Students D and E reflected that they would
still rather work alone. For this data tool, there was no mention of participants personally
showing positivity or negativity through their actions, behaviors, or words. However, many
students considered the educational environment to be more productive by the behaviors of their
peers and in, some cases, showed that engagement was present.

Participant Journal
In this data tool, participants wrote about their experiences in a journal before and after the
implementation of the gradual release of responsibility framework. These periods will be
referred to as pre-intervention and post-intervention in the explanation and analysis of data.
Below, there are two charts represent both periods of intervention. It expresses participant
journal responses and will determine whether they experienced positive or negative interactions
during collaborative work times.
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Chart 1
Participant Journal Pre- Intervention

Participant journals for pre-intervention suggest that negative and positive experiences
were present in collaborative worktime. One participant selected neither, suggesting that they
were not able to determine whether the work time was positive or negative based on their journal
reflection. Some entries explain that the environment was not conducive to a learning
environment, while others appreciated the partners they had. Before the intervention, it is clear
that there were mixed results on the nature of the educational climate and peer interactions.
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Chart 2
Participant Journal: Post- Intervention

For the post-intervention of the framework, participants recognized the atmosphere as
more positive than before the intervention by writing these experiences in their journal entries.
Entries contained phrases such as, “It was great to be able to work well with my friend” and “We
were able to finish the work without getting frustrated with one another”. The negative selection
wrote that they would rather be working independently than working in partnerships. They felt
like working in collaboration made the experience negative. Based on the differences of data
presented, the nature of conversations improved drastically between interventions. This meant
that participants felt like conversations were relevant and mostly positive.
Participant Survey
Figure 1
Participant Survey Questions #7 & #8
Survey Question #7:
My partner or group
mates helped me

Pre-Intervention
(# of students)

Post-Intervention
(# of students)

Δ
Change
(# of students)
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complete the assigned
task
Not at All

2

1

-1

Not as much

3

2

-1

Undecided

2

1

-1

Well

6

5

-1

Very Well

3

7

+4

Pre-Intervention
(# of students)

Post-Intervention
(# of students)

Δ
Change
(# of students)

6

2

-4

Not as much

3

3

0

Undecided

3

2

-1

Well

3

6

+3

Very Well

1

3

+2

Survey Question #8:
Talks with my
partner or group mate
were positive or
productive at all
times
Not at All

Data for the table above is centered around the nature of participant interactions to use as
evidence in determining participant metacognition. This research question, in correlation to the
participant survey, focuses on two specific questions to use in understanding the nature of
participant interactions. Survey Question #7: My partner or group mates helped me complete the
assigned task. Survey Question #8: Talks with my partner or group mate were positive or
productive at all times. For each survey question, data will be explained in terms of how it was
delivered, pre-intervention, post-intervention, and recognizing the change between the two
interventions. Data presented based on intervention will be sorted based on answers on the
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participant survey. Answers are sorted by numbers, 1-5, and translated into the words, not at all,
not as much, undecided, well, or very much.
Survey Question #7: My partner or group mates helped me complete the assigned task.
The pre-intervention of the survey question presented the following data. Two participants
selected “Not very much”, three participants selected “Not as much”, two participant selected
“Undecided”, six participants selected “Well”, and three participants selected “Very Much”.
After the intervention period of this research, participants completed the survey again. This data
is presented in the post-intervention column. One participant selected “Not very much, two
participants selected “Not as much”, one participant selected “undecided”, five participants
selected “well”, and seven participants selected “very well”. The last column of data for this
survey question displays the change in participant answers over both survey implementations.
The data presented in the Change column was -1 for “Not very much”, -1 for “Not as much”, -1
for “Undecided”, -1 for “Well”, and +4 for “Very Much”.
Survey Question #8: Talks with my partner or group mate were positive or productive at
all times. The pre-intervention of the survey question presented the following data. Six
participants selected “Not very much”, three participants selected “Not as much”, three
participants selected “Undecided”, three participants selected “Well”, and one participant
selected “Very Much”. After the intervention period of this research, participants completed the
survey again. This data is presented in the post-intervention column. Two participants selected
“Not very much”, three participants selected “Not as much”, two participants selected
“undecided”, six participants selected “well”, and three participants selected “very well”. The
last column of data for this survey question displays the change in participant answers over both
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survey implementations. The data presented in the Change column was -4 for “Not very much”,
0 for “Not as much”, -1 for “Undecided”, +3 for “Well”, and +2 for “Very Much”.
Survey question #7 has the participant evaluate whether their partner or group mate
assisted in their work to complete the assigned task. The participants may also be providing their
answer based on pre-determined relationships with their group mate or partner. The results form
the metacognition participant survey suggest that participants were able to credit their work
completion based on their assigned partners. This is suggested through the changes in between
the intervention for the category “Very well”. This category increased by four participants. What
this means is that the nature of the interactions between participants were affected by the
intervening framework in a positive way.
Survey question #8 focuses on positive interactions amongst peers. According to the
metacognition participant survey, participants were affected by the intervening framework based
on the survey question. The changes that occurred were in the “Well” and “Very Well”
categories. This suggests that participants were positive during work time, especially after the
intervention of the gradual release of responsibility framework. For this survey question, data
may have been altered based on changes in specific partnerships. Participants G and M as well as
B and C were in newer partnerships. With this being considered, answers may have been
changed based on partnership interaction.

How does the implementation of a theoretical framework for collaborative work time affect
student engagement?
Participant Survey
Figure 2
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Participant Survey Questions #1, #4, & #5
Survey Question #1:
How interested were
you in this work
time?
Not at All

Pre-Intervention
(# of students)

Post-Intervention
(# of students)

Δ
Change
(# of students)

6

8

+2

Not as much

4

5

+1

Undecided

2

0

-2

Well

3

2

-1

Very Much

1

1

0

Pre-Intervention
(# of students)

Post-Intervention
(# of students)

Δ
Change
(# of students)

4

2

-2

Not as much

5

4

-1

Undecided

3

4

+1

Well

2

5

+3

Very Much

2

1

-1

Pre-Intervention
(# of students)

Post-Intervention
(# of students)

Δ
Change
(# of students)

1

3

+2

Not as much

6

5

-1

Undecided

5

5

0

Well

3

1

-2

Very Much

1

2

+1

Survey Question #4:
My level of work was
because of my
partner or group
mate.
Not at All

Survey Question #5:
My level of work was
due to the atmosphere
I was working in.
Not at All
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Data for the table above is centered around participant engagement to use evidence in
determining participant metacognition. This research question, in correlation to the participant
survey, focuses on three specific questions to use in determining engagement. Survey Question
#1: How interested were you in this work time? Survey Question #4: My level of work was
because of my partner or group mate. Survey Question #5: My level of work was due to the
atmosphere I was working in. For each survey question, data will be explained in terms of how it
was delivered, pre-intervention, post-intervention, and recognizing the change between the two.
Data presented based on intervention will be sorted based on answers on the participant survey.
Answers are sorted by numbers, 1-5, and translated into the words, not at all, not as much,
undecided, well, or very much.
Survey question #1 focuses on participant interest in worktime. The pre-intervention of
the survey question presented the following data. Six participants selected “Not very much”, four
participants selected “Not as much”, two participants selected “Undecided”, three participants
selected “Well”, and one participant selected “Very Much”. After the intervention period of this
research, participants completed the survey again. This data is presented in the post-intervention
column. Eight participants selected “Not very much, five participants selected “Not as much”,
zero participants selected “undecided”, two participants selected “well”, and one participant
selected “very well”. The last column of data for this survey question displays the change in
participant answers over both survey implementations. The data presented in the Change column
was +2 for “Not very much”, +1 for “Not as much”, -2 for “Undecided”, -1 for “Well”, and 0 for
“Very Much”.
Survey Question #4: My level of work was because of my partner or group mate. The
pre-intervention of the survey question presented the following data. Four participants selected

THE EFFECTS OF THE GRADUAL RELEASE

38

“Not very much”, five participants selected “Not as much”, three participants selected
“Undecided”, two participants selected “Well”, and two participants selected “Very Much”.
After the intervention period of this research, participants completed the survey again. This data
is presented in the post-intervention column. Two participants selected “Not very much”, four
participants selected “Not as much”, four participants selected “undecided”, five participants
selected “well”, and one participant selected “very well”. The last column of data for this survey
question displays the change in participant answers over both survey implementations. The data
presented in the Change column was -2 for “Not very much”, -1 for “Not as much”, +1 for
“Undecided”, +3 for “Well”, and -1 for “Very Much”.
Survey Question #5: My level of work was due to the atmosphere I was working in. The
pre-intervention of the survey question presented the following data. One participant selected
“Not very much”, six participants selected “Not as much”, five participants selected
“Undecided”, three participants selected “Well”, and one participant selected “Very Much”.
After the intervention period of this research, participants completed the survey again. This data
is presented in the post-intervention column. Three participants selected “Not very much”, five
participants selected “Not as much”, five participants selected “undecided”, one participant
selected “well”, and two participants selected “very well”. The last column of data for this
survey question displays the change in participant answers over both survey implementations.
The data presented in the Change column was +2 for “Not very much”, -1 for “Not as much”, 0
for “Undecided”, -2 for “Well”, and +1 for “Very Much”.
Looking at the data presented from survey question #1, based on the change of survey
results, more participants stated that they showed less interest in the intervening task. This was
evident through the change of “Not very much” and “Not as Much” having an increase of
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selections. The data table also suggests that students who showed interests in the intervening task
did not experience much change. However, very few participants chose “Well” or “Very Well”
in the pre-intervention survey to begin with. Between the two selections, only one participant
changed their initial selection after the pre-intervention survey. Overall, the data presented for
section suggests that the intervening framework did not suggest a higher engagement for
involved participants.
The data from survey question #4 suggests that the change between survey selections
showed change in participant engagement. This was apparent in the “well” column where a
change of +3 participants took place. This suggests that participants were finding more value in
their group or partner work, as well as remaining engaged with members of the group or
partnership throughout the lesson. Seeing the negative change in “Not Very Much” and “Not As
Much” supports this interpretation in addition to the positive change stated before.
The data from survey question #5 suggests that the working environment provided mixed
results towards student engagement based on the survey data. Both of the extreme selections in
“Not Very Much” and “Very Much” produced the most change. Considering this provided data
allows the reader and researcher to determine that participants are becoming more certain of their
answer from the experience of intervention.
With this survey, and connecting all data from the three data points, it could be
determined that student engagement was affected from intervention through mixed results.
Research Question #1 suggested that participant interest went down based on survey selections.
Survey Question #4 suggests that participants were more engaged based on their group mates or
partners in the intervening tasks. Survey Question #5 suggests that participants were more
decisive in their decisions in regard to the work environment. Based on the selections provided,
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half of the participants did not think that the environment significantly hindered their
engagement on the assigned task.

Notes and Observation
Figure 3
Notes and Observations
Participant Letter

Participant Observation and Note

A.

“Working on task; independently”

B.

“Working well with partner”

C.

“Off task; roaming the room”

D.

“Relative conversations; added meaningful discussions”

E.

“Conversations off topic; positive with peers”

F.

“Off task-sat quietly and drew”

G.

“Took leadership role by splitting up work without suggestion”

H.

“Spent a majority of time talking with a peer in another group”

I.

“Offered meaningful discussion when observer was nearby. Went to an offtopic task when proximity changed”

J.

“Raised voice to talk across the classroom for a pencil during work time.
This disrupted other students”

K.

“Positive interactions and laughing with peers. Seemed on task”

L.

“Showed excitement upon assignment completion. Presented completed
product to observer and peers”

M.

“Fell asleep at the start of work time. Observer attempted to wake
participant up. Participant fell asleep again”

N.

“Worked well and efficiently with peers”

O.

“Showed leadership and willingness to work with others and completed
assigned task”

P.

“Working well with partner”
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Average of
engaged
participants

56.25%

Average of
disengaged
students

43.75%

The notes provided were noted during the implementation of the intervening framework.
These notes were completed in accordance with the completion of the productivity chart during
collaborative work time. The essence of this data tool was to consider the perspective of the
observer, and how they saw student engagement over the course of the intervening framework
and its implementation. Based on the data recorder for participants A-P, averages were recorder
to determine students who were generally engaged or disengaged based on the notes recorded for
their engagement during collaborative work time. The average of participants who were on task
during observations were 56.25% of the total participants. Some notes that reflected these results
were student G, “Took leadership role by splitting up work without suggestion”. Another
participant who reflects an engaged participant would be Student L, “Showed excitement upon
assignment completion. Presented completed product to observer and peers”. The average of
participants who appeared disengaged during collaborative work time was 43.75%. Participants
who reflected this were Participant M, “Fell asleep at the start of work time. Observer attempted
to wake participant up. Participant fell asleep again”, or participant H, “Spent a majority of time
talking with a peer in another group”.
The data presented in this data tool suggests that more students are engaged with the
lesson than students who are not. However, it could be argued that 56.25% is not a comfortable
statistic for student engagement to other teachers implementing the framework. With low levels

THE EFFECTS OF THE GRADUAL RELEASE

42

of engagement, behaviors such as roaming or talking about this irrelevant to the assigned task
could become more prevalent based on the evidence collected from this data tool.

Participant Self-Assessment
Data for the charts below are centered around participant engagement to use evidence in
determining participant metacognition. This research question, in correlation to the participant
self-assessment, focuses on two specific questions to use in determining engagement. Survey
Question #2: I was interested in the lesson and Survey Question # 3: I did an equal amount of
work compared to my group/ partners. Participants who answered the questions in the selfassessment has a selection of responses from 1 to 5. 1 being “Not at all”. 2 being “Not as much”,
3 being “undecided”, 4 being “well”, and 5 being “Very Well”. The self- assessment was given
to all participants to complete before the intervention of the gradual release of responsibility
framework and after the intervention. These are listed in the charts as pre-intervention and post
intervention. The last area of measurement on the graph is the change of response selections
between both interventions of the self-assessment.
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Chart 3
Metacognition Participant Self- Assessment Question #2

Assessment question #2: I was interested in the lesson. The pre-intervention of the survey
question presented the following data. Two participants selected “Not very much”, two
participants selected “Not as much”, four participants selected “Undecided”, five participants
selected “Well”, and three participants selected “Very Much”. After the intervention period of
this research, participants completed the survey again. This data is presented in the postintervention column. Four participants selected “Not very much, three participants selected “Not
as much”, three participants selected “undecided”, four participants selected “well”, and two
participants selected “very well”. The last column of data for this survey question displays the
change in participant answers over both survey implementations. The data presented in the
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Change column was +2 for “Not very much”, +1 for “Not as much”, -1 for “Undecided”, -1 for
“Well”, and -1 for “Very Much”.
Based on the data presented from assessment question #2 from the self- assessment, it
could be determined that there was a negative change in participant engagement when focusing
on lesson interest. This could be determined by looking at the change for categories “undecided”,
“Well”, and “Very Well”. These three categories had one less participant choose them in order to
select “Not at All” or “Not Very Much”. Based on the data from this self-assessment question,
engagement is negatively affected by the intervening framework.
Chart 4
Metacognition Participant Self- Assessment Question #3

Assessment Question #3: I did an equal amount of work compared to my group/ partner.
The pre-intervention of the survey question presented the following data. Five participants
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selected “Not very much”, four participants selected “Not as much”, four participants selected
“Undecided”, two participants selected “Well”, and one participant selected “Very Much”. After
the intervention period of this research, participants completed the survey again. This data is
presented in the post-intervention column. Three participants selected “Not very much”, three
participants selected “Not as much”, six participants selected “undecided”, one participant
selected “well”, and three participants selected “very well”. The last column of data for this
survey question displays the change in participant answers over both survey implementations.
The data presented in the Change column was -2 for “Not very much”, -1 for “Not as much”, +2
for “Undecided”, +1 for “Well”, and +2 for “Very Much”.
Based on assessment question #3, this suggests that participants are positively affected by
the intervening framework considering participant engagement. This is evident by the rise of
participant selections in between interventions for the categories “Well” and “Very Well”. This
determines that participants were more engaged in the activity based on the work they would be
able to accomplish with their group mates or partners.
Assessment questions 2 and 3 presented conflicting data regarding the intervening
framework and its affects on student engagement. Student interest showed evidence of a negative
change whereas engagement through group work rose. In the interpretation of this data, the
nature of relationships should be considered. Some participants were close friends with their
group mates while others were not. Based on the various personalities in the educational setting,
assessment questions may have reflected the partnership or group rather than the individual
engagement.
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How does the implementation of a theoretical framework for collaborative work time affect
student productivity?
Participant Survey
Figure 4
Participant Survey Questions #2, #3, & #6
Survey Question #2:
How well were you
able to complete the
assigned task?
Not at All

Pre-Intervention
(# of students)

Post-Intervention
(# of students)

Δ
Change
(# of students)

5

4

-1

Not as much

6

2

-4

Undecided

1

2

+1

Well

2

5

+3

Very Much

2

3

+1

Pre-Intervention
(# of students)

Post-Intervention
(# of students)

Δ
Change
(# of students)

1

1

0

Not as much

4

2

-2

Undecided

8

3

-5

Well

2

6

+4

Very Much

1

4

+3

Pre-Intervention
(# of students)

Post-Intervention
(# of students)

Δ
Change

Survey Question #3:
How productive do
you think you were
during the work
time?
Not at All

Survey Question #6:
The Instructions for
the assignment were
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clear and I knew what
to do.
Not at All

3

1

-2

Not as much

7

2

-5

Undecided

2

3

+1

Well

3

5

+2

Very Much

1

5

+4

(# of students)

Data for the table above is centered around participant productivity to use as evidence in
determining participant metacognition. This research question, in correlation to the participant
survey, focuses on three specific questions to use in determining productivity. Survey Question
#2: How well were you able to complete the assigned task? Survey Question #3: How productive
do you think you were during the work time? Survey Question #6: The Instructions for the
assignment were clear and I knew what to do. For each survey question, data will be explained in
terms of how it was delivered, pre-intervention, post-intervention, and recognizing the change
between the two interventions. Data presented based on intervention will be sorted based on
answers on the participant survey. Answers are sorted by numbers, 1-5, and translated into the
words, not at all, not as much, undecided, well, or very much.
Survey Question #2: How well were you able to complete the assigned task? The preintervention of the survey question presented the following data. Five participants selected “Not
very much”, six participants selected “Not as much”, one participant selected “Undecided”, two
participants selected “Well”, and one participant selected “Very Much”. After the intervention
period of this research, participants completed the survey again. This data is presented in the
post-intervention column. Four participants selected “Not very much, two participants selected
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“Not as much”, two participants selected “undecided”, five participants selected “well”, and
three participants selected “very well”. The last column of data for this survey question displays
the change in participant answers over both survey implementations. The data presented in the
Change column was -1 for “Not very much”, -4 for “Not as much”, +1 for “Undecided”, +3 for
“Well”, and +1 for “Very Much”.
Survey Question #3: How productive do you think you were during the work time? The
pre-intervention of the survey question presented the following data. One participant selected
“Not very much”, four participants selected “Not as much”, eight participants selected
“Undecided”, two participants selected “Well”, and one participant selected “Very Much”. After
the intervention period of this research, participants completed the survey again. This data is
presented in the post-intervention column. One participant selected “Not very much”, two
participants selected “Not as much”, three participants selected “undecided”, six participants
selected “well”, and four participants selected “very well”. The last column of data for this
survey question displays the change in participant answers over both survey implementations.
The data presented in the Change column was 0 for “Not very much”, -2 for “Not as much”, -5
for “Undecided”, +4 for “Well”, and +3 for “Very Much”.
Survey Question #6: The Instructions for the assignment were clear and I knew what to
do. The pre-intervention of the survey question presented the following data. Three participants
selected “Not very much”, seven participants selected “Not as much”, two participants selected
“Undecided”, three participants selected “Well”, and one participant selected “Very Much”.
After the intervention period of this research, participants completed the survey again. This data
is presented in the post-intervention column. One participant selected “Not very much”, two
participants selected “Not as much”, three participants selected “undecided”, five participants
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selected “well”, and five participants selected “very well”. The last column of data for this
survey question displays the change in participant answers over both survey implementations.
The data presented in the Change column was -2 for “Not very much”, -5 for “Not as much”, +1
for “Undecided”, +2 for “Well”, and +4 for “Very Much”.
Data for survey question #2 suggests that students were more productive in assignment
completion based on the selections provided by participants. The change in the data table above
shows that the selection “Well” had a significant increase of +3 between interventions which
supports the initial claim for this survey question. What also supports the claim is the negative
change in the selections “Not very much” and “Not as much”. This suggests that the intervening
framework allowed students to show a higher level of productivity through assignment
completion based on the participant survey.
Data for survey question #3 presents positive change for the selection categories “Well”
and “Very Well”. This suggests that participants implied or believed that they were more
productive after the implementation of the intervening framework for collaborative work time.
This is also supported by the negative change for the categories “Not Very Much” and “Not as
Much”. Based on the results of both survey submissions, participants claimed to be more
productive and on task with the assigned work.
Data for survey question #6 suggests that participants felt a significant change in the
instructions that were provided with the intervening activity. This question delves into
participant understanding of the intervening task and also determines if participants do not
understand what to do with the provided task. Based on the changes from the data table above,
ten of sixteen participants selected “Well” or “Very Well” in the post-intervention of the
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framework. The significant change suggests that participants showed productivity by
understanding instructions through the use of this gradual release of responsibility framework.
After analyzing the data from the three mentioned survey questions, it could be
determined that productivity has seen a positive change from the implementation of the gradual
release of responsibility framework. Based on participant selections in the metacognition
participant survey, the data has suggested that participants were able to complete the assigned
task to a higher level, participants claimed to be more on task with the assigned work, and lastly,
participants claimed to better understand instructions through the implementation of the gradual
release of responsibility framework

Participant Self-Assessment
Data for the charts below are centered around participant engagement to use evidence in
determining participant metacognition. This research question, in correlation to the participant
self-assessment, focuses on two specific questions to use in determining engagement. Survey
Question #2: I was interested in the lesson and Survey Question # 3: I did an equal amount of
work compared to my group/ partners. Participants who answered the questions in the selfassessment has a selection of responses from 1 to 5. 1 being “Not at all”. 2 being “Not as much”,
3 being “undecided”, 4 being “well”, and 5 being “Very Well”. The self- assessment was given
to all participants to complete before the intervention of the gradual release of responsibility
framework and after the intervention. These are listed in the charts as pre-intervention and post
intervention. The last area of measurement on the graph is the change of response selections
between both interventions of the self-assessment.
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Chart 5
Metacognition Participant Self- Assessment Question #1

Assessment question #1: I was on task the entire lesson. The pre-intervention of the
survey question presented the following data. Two participants selected “Not very much”, four
participants selected “Not as much”, three participants selected “Undecided”, four participants
selected “Well”, and three participants selected “Very Much”. After the intervention period of
this research, participants completed the survey again. This data is presented in the postintervention column. One participant selected “Not very much, two participants selected “Not as
much”, two participants selected “undecided”, six participants selected “well”, and five
participants selected “very well”. The last column of data for this survey question displays the
change in participant answers over both survey implementations. The data presented in the
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Change column was -1 for “Not very much”, -2 for “Not as much”, -1 for “Undecided”, +2 for
“Well”, and +2 for “Very Much”.
Based on the data presented from assessment question #1 from the self- assessment, it
could be determined that there was a positive change in participant engagement when focusing
on participant belief of being productive or being on task. This could be determined by looking
at the change for categories “Well” and “Very Well”. These two categories expressed positive
change by having more participants select them between interventions. This expresses that more
participants felt like they were on task and working productively on the assigned work.
Chart 6
Metacognition Participant Self- Assessment
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Assessment Question #4: I spent more time working than talking during the lesson. The
pre-intervention of the survey question presented the following data. Four participants selected
“Not very much”, seven participants selected “Not as much”, three participants selected
“Undecided”, one participant selected “Well”, and one participant selected “Very Much”. After
the intervention period of this research, participants completed the survey again. This data is
presented in the post-intervention column. Two participants selected “Not very much”, three
participants selected “Not as much”, three participants selected “undecided”, five participants
selected “well”, and three participants selected “very well”. The last column of data for this
survey question displays the change in participant answers over both survey implementations.
The data presented in the Change column was -2 for “Not very much”, -4 for “Not as much”, 0
for “Undecided”, +4 for “Well”, and +2 for “Very Much”.
Based on the data presented from assessment question #4 from the self- assessment, it
could be determined that there was a positive change in participant productivity when focusing
on the self-evaluation of being productive by working or being off task by talking. The argument
for these results could be that productivity could be present while you are talking. The positive
change from the collection of data determined by looking at the change for categories “Well”
and “Very Well”, as well as the changes for “Not as Much”. The categories “Well” and “Very
Well” expressed positive change by having more participants select them between interventions.
The category “Well” expressed the most positive change and had the most selections by
participants in the post-intervention self- assessment. The category “Not as Much” had four less
selections in the post-intervention self-assessment, which meant that participants selected the
categories that expressed that they were being productive by working on the assigned task.
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Productivity Chart
To determine participant productivity during the intervening work time, the observer
made notes and observations to record whether participants were on task or whether they
completed the assigned task. During this data recording, only sixteen participants are being
observed of the initial twenty-one due to absences from any prior point to data collection. These
participants were labeled in the letters A-P to recognize their individual accomplishments during
a collaborative work time. After all of the data was gathered and collected, the amount of on task
participants and completed tasks were averaged to quantify the results of this particular area of
research. This observation and chart were used for data collection over three weeks and nine total
observations. This was implemented when the intervening framework was being implemented to
record any possible changes to participant productivity as a result to the intervention.
Figure 5
Productivity Chart #1
Week 1:
5/3-5/7

Observation 1

Participant On or
Letter
Off task

Observation 2

Work
Completed
(Y/N)

Observation 3

On or Off Work
On or Off Work
task
Completed task
Completed
(Y/N)
(Y/N)

A.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

B.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

C.

Off

Y

Off

N

Off

N

D.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

E.

Off

N

On

Y

On

Y

F.

Off

N

Off

N

Off

Y

G.

On

Y

On

Y

Off

N

H.

Off

Y

Off

N

Off

N
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I.

Off

N

On

Y

On

Y

J.

Off

N

Off

Y

Off

Y

K.

On

Y

Off

N

On

Y

L.

On

N

On

Y

On

Y

M.

Off

N

On

N

Off

N

N.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

O.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

P.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

56.25%

62.5%

68.75%

68.75%

62.5%

75%

Average
On Task
and Work
Completed

Week 1 of the observation begins on May 3rd, 2021 and ends on May 7th, 2021. This
observation represents what production was like before the implementation of the gradual release
of responsibility framework, so it will be considered a pre-intervention observation. Based on the
three observations of the week, some of the participants were able to remain on task and some
were able to complete the assigned task. In the first observation, 56.25% of participants were on
task during this period. On the second day, 68.75% of participants were on task, and on the last
day 62.5% of participants remained on task during work time. Completion of the assigned task
was reported as 62.5% for day 1, 68.75% on day 2, and 75% on day 3. The difference in results
between on task and assignment completion was suggestive that some students who were on
task, did not necessarily complete the assigned task. Some students did not stay on task during
the observed lesson but were still able to complete the assigned task.
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Figure 6
Productivity Chart #2
Week 2:
5/10-5/14

Observation 4

Participant On or
Letter
Off task

Observation 5

Work
Completed
(Y/N)

Observation 6

On or Off Work
On or Off Work
task
Completed task
Completed
(Y/N)
(Y/N)

A.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

B.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

C.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

D.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

E.

Off

N

On

Y

On

Y

F.

Off

N

Off

N

On

Y

G.

On

Y

On

Y

Off

N

H.

Off

Y

Off

N

Off

N

I.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

J.

Off

N

Off

Y

Off

Y

K.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

L.

On

N

On

Y

On

Y

M.

On

Y

On

N

Off

N

N.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

O.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

P.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

75%

75%

81.25%

81.25%

75%

81.25%

Average
On Task
and Work
Completed
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Week 2 of the observation begins on May 10th, 2021 and ends on May 14th, 2021. This
observation represents what production was like during the implementation of the gradual release
of responsibility framework. Based on the three observations of the week, some of the
participants were able to remain on task and some were able to complete the assigned task. In the
fourth observation, 75% of participants were on task during this period. On the fifth observation,
81.25% of participants were on task, and on the sixth observation 75% of participants remained
on task during work time. Completion of the assigned task was reported as 75% for observation
four, 81.25% on observation five, and 81.25% on observation six. The difference in results
between on task and assignment completion was suggestive that some students who were on
task, did not necessarily complete the assigned task. Some students did not stay on task during
the observed lesson but were still able to complete the assigned task. These differences were
evident in observation six. However, the percentages for on task participants and participants
who completed the assigned tasks were the same on observations four and five. Some noticeable
changes to be aware of would be the growth of productivity since the week 1 observations.
Participants that were on task reported averages as high as 81.25% whereas the previous week
had a maximum average of 75%. This suggests that productivity is growing during the
implementation of the intervening framework.
Figure 7
Productivity Chart #3
Week 3:
5/17-5/21

Observation 7

Participant On or
Letter
Off task
A.

On

Observation 8

Work
Completed
(Y/N)
Y

Observation 9

On or Off Work
On or Off Work
task
Completed task
Completed
(Y/N)
(Y/N)
On

Y

On

Y
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B.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

C.

On

Y

Off

N

On

Y

D.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

E.

Off

N

Off

N

On

Y

F.

On

Y

Off

N

On

Y

G.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

H.

Off

Y

Off

N

Off

N

I.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

J.

On

N

Off

Y

Off

Y

K.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

L.

On

N

On

Y

On

Y

M.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

N.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

O.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

P.

On

Y

On

Y

On

Y

87.5%

81.25%

68.75%

75%

81.25%

93.75%

Average
On Task
and Work
Completed

Week 3 of the observation begins on May 17th, 2021 and ends on May 21st , 2021. This
observation represents what production was like during the implementation of the gradual release
of responsibility framework. Based on the three observations of the week, some of the
participants were able to remain on task and some were able to complete the assigned task. In the
seventh observation, 87.5% of participants were on task during this period. On the eighth
observation, 68.75% of participants were on task, and on the ninth observation 81.25% of
participants remained on task during work time. Completion of the assigned task was reported as
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81.25% for observation seven, 75% on observation eight, and 93.75% on observation nine. This
week of observation provided the largest range of averages presented so far. On observation
eight, only 68.75% of participants were on task for the intervening work time. But days seven
and nine suggested that a majority of the class was on task and productive with the assigned task.
In consideration of assigned tasks being complete, the averages were still higher than previous
weeks, even with a less productive eighth observation. The results from the productivity chart
provide evidence to suggest that a gradual release of responsibility framework does have a
positive affect on student productivity during collaborative work time.

How does the implementation of a theoretical framework for collaborative work time affect
the role of the educator?
Educator Survey
Chart 7
Educator Metacognition Survey
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For this data tool, ten educators in the Southeastern Minnesota region answered survey
questions based on their experiences of collaborative or interactive work times. The chart
explains the educator selections in the survey based on the answers “Very Well”, “Well”,
“Undecided”, “Not as Much”, and “Not at All”. Each question presents the percentages of
choices selected. Data will be explained by each question of the survey.
Survey Question 1: Collaborative work time is well planned and carefully explained
before implementation in my educational setting. Responses for this question suggest that
planning and work time explanations equate to a more successful work time. 80% of
participating educators provided responses that reflect this, 20% of participating educators were
undecided. There were no responses that disagreed with planning and explaining collaborative
work time before implementation.
Survey Question 2: Collaborative work time is best implemented when it is carefully
planned. 30% of participants selected “Not Very Much’. Around 60% suggest that planning
makes the best work times. Considering these responses can bring the discussion of how work
time is implemented or what is classified as work time. Spontaneous discussions could be
considered a work time by some which could have a been a reason to choose a reflective
response.
Survey Question 3: Are students productive during collaborative work time experiences?
50% of the responses claim that students are productive with collaborative work time. 30% of
educators claimed that students are not productive during collaborative work time.
Survey Question 4: Are conversations pertinent to the assigned task. 70% of the
responses suggested that student conversations are pertinent to the assigned work or class
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discussions. 30% of responses suggest that conversations are off task or not pertinent to the topic
of focus.
Survey Question 5: Expectations for work time are essential for student productivity. For
this question, 100% of participants agreed that expectations are essential for a productive work
time.
Survey Question 6: Work time is a time for students to interact with one another.
Presented data for this question presents that 70% of participating educators believe that
collaborative work time is for students to interact with one another. The other 30% chose the
opposite of the majority selections. With that being said, the 30% could be considering that
collaborative work time is meant for focusing on assigned work or that students are not confined
to talking.
Survey Question 7: It is okay for students to work by themselves during work time. In
this problem, 70% of responses suggested that it is okay for students to work independently. No
participating educator selected “Not as Much” or “Not at All”.
Survey Question 8: It is okay if a student is not completely finished with the assigned
task. For this question, 60 % of participating educators chose “Not as Much” or “Not at All”,
suggesting that students completing assigned work is an important aspect to lesson and
instruction implementation. Only 20% of participating educators selected the opposing choices.
Survey Question 9: It is important for students to problem solve with peers other than
their teacher. For this question, over 60% of participating educators selecting
“Well” or “Very Well”. This suggests that they believe that students should be able to problem
solve with peers other than the teacher. Those who opposed this choice were less than 25% of
participants.
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Survey Question 10: All students know what they are supposed to do during work time.
For this question, over 50% of responses were in the categories “Well” or “Very Well” meaning
that half of the participating educators believed that students were aware of what they were
supposed to do. Around 25% of responses were “Undecided”. This meant that participating
educators who selected this were not sure if students were aware of instructions during work
times. The rest of participants believed that students were not aware of instructions during work
time. Based on the data for this question, most educators believe that students are aware of the
provided assignment or instructions for work time.
The interpretation of the responses from the participating educators shows that
collaborative work time is valued by most educators. It could also be said that instructions and
directions should be present based on the participating educators and their response.
Collaborative work time should be a time where students are able to collaborate with one another
and be productive. This can be accomplished by creating an efficient foundation of expectations
for students and developing clear instructions through trial and error. Overall, collaborative
worktime is a necessary addition to any lesson and should be implemented to promote student
engagement, productivity, and positive interaction.

Observer Journal and Reflection
For this data tool, the observer wrote down personal observations and reflected on
implemented lessons after they occurred. This allows readers and the observer to consider the
experiences of the intervening framework and the response of participants in the academic
setting. This journaling also reflects what the observer considers collaborative work time to be
like based on their perspective.
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For pre-intervention of the gradual release of responsibility framework, the observer
considers participants to be “off task” and “disengaged” as a whole group. Before the
intervention of the framework, it could be determined that instructions may not have been as
clear according to the instructions and corresponding tasks with the lessons.

Before the implementation of the intervening framework, it was
apparent that students were off task by roaming around the room,
holding conversations that were not pertinent to the assigned
activity, and provided evidence of disrespect through
communication. As a teacher, it was frustrating emotionally to feel
and see that participants were not willing to be engaged with the
activity. I also found myself trying to consider what the lesson was
like in their shoes. What could I do to make it more engaging and
how could I structure the lesson to make it so participants are
consistently busy? With these in consideration, finding a solution
could suggest a change in negativity, disengagement, and
productivity.

Post-Intervention shows the change over the course of intervention and change of
instructional approaches and strategies. Previously, the observer asked the question “What could
I do to make it more engaging and how could I structure the lesson to make it, so participants are
consistently busy?” As instructions began to be clearer and more interactive with the
participants, change was obvious in the eyes of the observer. Based on the journal below,
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participants were evidently “paying more attention” and “interacting more positively with one
another.” Even students who were off task seemed to get their work turned in.

For post-implementation of the gradual release of responsibility
framework, it was apparent that students were more interactive
with discussions and during collaborative work time. Some things
that I noticed during the intervening lesson is that students were
generally paying more attention to what I had to say, as well as
what their peers had to say in accordance with the lesson and
assigned task. During the work time, it seemed like a more positive
atmosphere than what was suggested before. This\ showed through
students interacting more positively with one another and through
engagement and productivity with the assigned task. The emotions
I felt as a teacher changed drastically between pre-intervention
and post-intervention. This suggests that a foundation of clear
instructions and task orientation could be the difference in altering
the classroom climate. What I experienced was not perfect, since
specific students still chose to remain off task, but an improvement
is a great trend in the right direction.

Based on the experiences of the observer, changes are not only evident in participant
action and behaviors, but also the teacher and their emotional perspective. It was apparent that
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when participants were more engaged with activity, more productive, and showed positive
interactions, then the observer felt better about their teaching.

Discussion
The focus of this action research was to determine if a gradual release of responsibility
framework would have any affect on student metacognition. To do this, the definition and
application of metacognition was broken down into three categories to determine the effects of
the intervening framework. According to Lynch (2019) “Metacognition is the ability to evaluate
one’s own thinking. It is central to the development of other important skills, like critical
thinking and problem-solving. It is an extremely useful tool to enhance student learning and help
them master and internalize information and subject matter. “The three categories are the nature
of conversations, engagement, and productivity. These three categories were expressed by
observing the results of the applied data tools in a Southeastern Minnesota 5th grade classroom.
Based on the research provided for the nature of student conversations, I have determined
that student conversations have been affected by the intervening framework. Students showed a
higher sense of positive interactions, and this connected immensely with productivity during an
assigned work time. Part of the problem determined in the classroom setting was that participants
were visibly off task due to the negative interactions expressed between one another. With the
changes considered, getting the participants on track, and talking relevantly and respectively to
one another was something to strongly consider from this action research. Based on the data
tools for this specific research question, participants were the focus of the data collection tools.
Among the three, participant interviews, participant journals, and participant survey were the
tools utilized. Between them, a connection could be made that there was a relationship of
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positive change when the intervening framework was applied. It could be determined that with
more structure and clearer expectations, participants would be able to shift from the negativity in
order to have the accountability of following the rules, expectations, and being respectful to
peers.
Student engagement considers when participants are drawn into a specific instructional or
work time. Showing a general interest can allow a participant to become more engaged with
what they are doing. If participants do not have an interest in something, then teaching
engagement to those in the classroom could potentially require more challenges, obstacles, and
things to consider as a teacher. Based on the data tools, participant self-assessment, notes and
observations, and the participant survey, it could be concluded that engagement was negatively
affected by the intervening framework. To consider engagement and intervening instructional
strategies, some participants may not be interested in the material that is being taught but can still
be productive based on the foundation of expectations and instructions that have been provided.
In addition, I would also consider adding some interaction and relevancy to the learning if
participants need to be more interested in the topic. Generally, from this instructional
intervention, some participants seemed to enjoy the content, but the majority of participants did
not feel like this content applied to their life in any way. My belief is that the disengagement was
due to this line of thinking. According to Blazar (2015), teaching experience and characteristics
also have a difference on the learning environment for those involved. With that being said, my
presence and implementation alone could have hindered participant engagement in this action
research.
Productivity determines whether participants are actively working towards assigned tasks
in a relevant manner. To determine that participants are productive shows that they are actively
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thinking about the process of thinking of how to think or showing metacognition. To determine
and measure productivity in this action research, productivity charts, participant survey, and
participant self-assessments were used to collect necessary evidence pertinent to the research
question. Based on the three data tools, it was evident that there was a strong, positive
relationship between the intervention and productivity. In all three data tools, participants
showed that they were actively more productive with their work because of the regulated
learning environment. According to Carrell, Hoekstra, and Kuka (2018), students who provide a
distracting environment could have an effect on every involved peer within the setting with their
personal learning. Their study showed that there were affects of student learning ten years
forward. With that being said, if intervening frameworks like the gradual release of
responsibility, are not implemented when participants are showing disengagement or signs of
being unproductive, then you are taking away from the learning of other participants in the
setting. As a teacher, it is essential that you determine the instructional strategy that benefits your
classroom and your students.
In this action research, observing what other teachers are doing for their instructional
work time is something to consider and compare with future curricular implementations. Based
on this research question, educator surveys and the observer journal were the tools used to collect
data. I determined that other educators implement planned instruction by producing firm
expectations and finding necessary times to allow students to interact with each other in relevant
ways. According to Fuchs, L., Fuchs, D, Karzdan, Karns, Calhoun, Hamlett, and Hewitt (2000),
It is not surprising, therefore, that teachers typically conduct cooperative learning in unstructured
ways that do not incorporate features that promote the constructive interactional styles research
has identified. This means that if set rules and expectations are set in place and practiced, then
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finding more opportunities for unstructured learning opportunities could be possible. Educators
expressed that planning work times is beneficial to the topic and the learning of the students.
However, there are moments that challenge what the definition of unstructured work is. At times,
it is important to stop and have discussions about the topic being taught so students can express
their current understanding. In many ways, structure is what builds a positive and efficient
learning environment to eventually allow flexibility in future curricular adaptations or
instructional strategies being used.
Conclusion
In conclusion, connecting all research questions together, the general findings of the
study show that student metacognition is affected by the intervention of the gradual release of
responsibility framework in collaborative work times. Based on the evidence, I believe that
metacognition is affected by the significant positive change in productivity and the nature of
interactions. Engagement was not improved from the implementation and suggested that
participants involved could show a lack of interest in the topic and still be productive with the
assigned work. For future research regarding this topic, I suggest conducting research on specific
aspects of the gradual release of responsibility in metacognition. I would also suggest producing
and implementing action research of a different framework to use to determine its effects on
metacognition. Lastly, research could also be conducted in larger samples to produce more
evidence to suggest the implemented strategy has a similar affect.
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